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Disruptive 
Wives

Stanley Grentz states: 
“Perhaps Paul is 
addressing only the 
wives whose husbands 
were Christians and not 
women in general (hence 
Paul's admonition, "let 
them ask their husbands 
bands at home").

The word Paul used 
(gyne) can be translated 
either "woman" or 
"wife." If this view is 
correct, then Paul may 
intend to prohibit a wife 
from participating with 
her husband in 
prophetic ministries that 
involve her publicly 
testing his message. 
Such an act would 
violate the authority he 
naturally possessed as 
husband.

Paul's explanation in 
v35, "For it is improper 
(shameful) for a woman 
to speak in church" 
indicates that he is 
addressing an issue that 
includes women in 
general, not merely 
wives.

Maybe? 

Depends if the 
woman is married.  
If she is, then she 
would not be 
allowed to prophesy 
and pray in the 
assembly…?  Even 
though Paul’s 
approach in ch 11 
is in context of 
husband/wife 
creation.

No. 

This is a strange 
spot to discuss the 
roles of wives and 
husbands.

No. 
This explanation 
does not clarify 
Paul’s reference to 
the “Law.”

Evaluation of 
Prophecy

Perhaps Paul is 
implementing a ban of 
sorts - not allowing the 
women to judge the 
prophecies that come 
forth in the church 
gathering. According to 
this theory, women can 
prophesy but they 
cannot judge or discern 
the prophecies, as was 
commanded in 14:29. 
The reason they are 
forbidden to judge 
prophecies in the 
congregation is 
because this would put 
them in a position of 
authority over their 
husbands. 

It is significant that the 
very last topic Paul 
addressed before these 
comments about 
women in vv34-35, is 
prophecy and its 
evaluation (vv. 29– 
33a). 

Wayne Grudem states 
that Paul's concern in 
14:34-35 is to 
"preserve male 
leadership in the 
teaching and governing 
of the church" 
beginning with 
evaluation of prophecy. 

Fee, however, points 
out that this passage is 
so far removed from the 
command of 14:29 
(“Let two or three 
people prophesy, and 
let the others evaluate 
what is said.”) that one 
wonders how the 
Corinthians themselves 
would have made the 
connection. He then 
takes Grudem and 
others to task, saying, 
"Nothing in the passage 
itself even remotely 
hints at such a thing”. 

Also, Paul’s command, 
“Let them ask their 
husbands at home” 
indicates that he is 
primarily concerned 
with women 
interrupting 
teaching… not women 
engaged in teaching.

Yes. 

Provided that women 
are still allowed to 
pray and prophesy, 
as stated in ch 11.

Sorta. 

The flow of thought is 
in regard to tongues, 
prophecy, and 
interpretation.  
However, as Gordon 
Fee points out, there 
is a sizable break in 
the flow of Paul’s 
argument - moving 
from evaluation (v29) 
to taking turns 
(vv30-32), to God’s 
harmonious nature 
(v33)… BACK to 
evaluation?  vv34-35 
makes no mention of 
evaluation, so would 
the audience connect 
the dots?

No. 

No clarity is given to 
explain what Paul is 
referring to… 
especially when the 
Bible reveals many 
women who not only 
prophesied but 
interpreted 
prophecies, in both 
OT and NT.  If this 
were inferred by the 
Law of God, why 
would women even be 
given the ability to 
evaluate prophecy?

Supporters: 
• Wayne Grudem [C] 
• Simon J. 

Kistemaker 

Opponents: 
• Gordon Fee  [N] 
• Kris Vallaton  [E] 
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No More 
Speaking in 
Tongues

Since tongues seem to 
have gotten most out of 
hand, and by analogy 
with Greco-Roman 
religions in which 
women at times 
exhibited ecstatic or 
out-of-control forms of 
public speaking, 
perhaps Paul is merely 
telling the women in 
Corinth not to speak 
in tongues 
(glossolalia). 

Note that in 1 
Corinthians 14, the verb 
for “speak”  appears 
twenty-one times 
outside of its puzzling 
uses in verses 34–35, 
and in twenty of these 
instances it refers to a 
very limited kind of 
speech—prophecy, the 
evaluation of prophecy, 
tongues, or the 
interpretation of 
tongues. And a sizable 
majority of these uses 
do refer to glossolalia.

Paul, throughout this 
chapter, deals with 
problems regarding 
prophecy and tongues.

Paul has already made it 
clear in previous 
chapters that God wills 
the gifts of tongues and 
prophecy to anyone - 
regardless of gender. 

No. 
Why would Paul 
prohibit women 
from glossolalia, 
when he clearly 
allowed women to 
pray and prophesy 
openly in the church 
assembly (ch 11)?  
If there is an 
authoritative 
distinction between 
the acts of 
prophesying, 
tongue-speaking, 
and the 
interpretation of 
tongues…it is not 
explained by Paul.

Yes. 
Given that the 
previous verses and 
the following verses 
are addressing the 
issues of glossolalia 
(along with 
prophecy and 
interpretations), the 
contextual flow 
seems reasonable.

No. 
Especially in light of 
using “speak” as 
reference to spiritual 
gifts of prophecy, 
tongues, and 
interpretations - it 
becomes even 
more difficult to 
understand what 
Paul would be 
referring to.

Supporters: 
• Ralph P. Martain 
• Craig Blomberg [N] 
• Wayne Grudem [C] 

Opponents: 
• John Temple 

Bristow  [E] 
•
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Specific 
Situation to 
Corinth 
[Paul was 
addressing 
disruptive 
etiquette of 
Corinthian 
women]

Craig Blomberg writes:  
“Given the lack of 
education of most 
women in Paul’s world, 
and given possible 
parallels with segregated 
synagogue seating that 
relegated women more 
to the periphery of the 
congregation, making 
them prone to chattering 
or gossip rather than full 
involvement in worship, 
one can see how Paul 
might have wanted to 
silence particularly 
disruptive behavior in 
Corinth. Perhaps the 
questions these women 
were asking were very 
elementary ones that 
distracted from the flow 
of teaching or worship 
and were better dealt 
with privately.”

This view certainly fits 
the context.  Most of the 
women of this culture 
would be uneducated, 
and unlearned in terms 
of proper etiquette for 
worship. 

This explanation would 
be culturally-bound to 
the situation in Corinth - 
and not transcultural 
unless the particulars 
were/are similar… And  
applying it would not 
infer the general 
silencing of women.

The support for 
“segregated 
synagogues” comes 
from centuries later (4th 
and on), leaving little 
evidence that the 
women were seated on 
the periphery.  Also, D.A. 
Carson calls this 
interpretation, 
“Unbearably sexist - we 
know from Paul’s 
writings that there were 
at least a handful of 
gifted, and educated 
women in his churches; 
and plenty of 
uneducated men. How 
would silencing all 
women and no men 
address this problem?” 
Also, why would Paul 
appeal to a “law” that is 
outside the new freedom 
in Christ?

Yes, kinda. 
Provided that the 
silencing of the 
women was for the 
purpose of order 
and a decrease in 
gossip.  Paul would 
not have intended 
for this instruction 
to interfere with the 
spiritual gift of 
prophecy.

No. 
The flow of thought 
is interrupted, for 
the purpose of 
silencing women 
who are causing 
disruption.  While 
the overall gist of 
the chapter is to be 
orderly, the flow is in 
regard to tongues 
and prophesy - a 
subject Paul 
immediately picks 
back up in v37.

No. 
Perhaps Paul is 
alluding to the 
cultural law of the 
day?  Roman law?  
It would be difficult 
to know.

Supporters: 
• Craig A. Keener [N] 
• Linda Belleville 
• Terence Paige [E]  

Opponents: 
• David Blattenberger 
• Philip B. Payne [E] 

An 
Interpolation 
[Paul never wrote 
these words]

An interpolation is a 
textual insertion or 
“correction,” usually 
during scribal 
transmission 
(sometimes a scribe’s 
note on the margin that 
later becomes 
accidentally inserted).

Several scholars have 
argued that Paul did 
not write these verses, 
that they were added 
into the manuscript 
tradition by a more 
conservative scribe.  It 
is true that vv34-35 
have been moved to 
the end of the chapter 
in several later 2nd-3rd-
century “Western 
Rome” manuscripts.  
Many Bible translations 
note this. 

As Carroll D. Osburn (of 
Abilene Christian 
University) claims, the 
problem with accepting 
the view that 1 
Corinthians 14:34-35 is 
an interpolation is the 
lack of enough textual 
evidence to support this 
claim. Interpolations are 
dangerous things - how 
often, and under what 
circumstances can we 
deny authoritative 
pieces of text?

Yes. 
If Paul never 
actually wrote 
vv34-35, then there 
would not be a 
contradiction with 
ch 11.

Yes. 
The text does flow 
better, without an 
impediment to the 
argument Paul is 
making, regarding 
orderly guidelines 
pertaining to 
tongues and 
prophecy.

Yes. 
There would be no 
mysterious mention 
of “the Law” to 
contend with.

Supporters: 
• Philip B. Payne [E] 
• C.K. Barrett  
• Hans Conzelman 
• Gordon D. Fee  [N] 

Opponents: 
• Wayne Grudem [C] 
• Carroll D. Osburn 

[N] 
•
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A Quotation 
[Paul was 
addressing the 
words of the 
Corinthians]

Verses 34-35 are meant 
to be understood as a 
Corinthian slogan or 
quotation that Paul is 
repeating.  These 
verses are not a 
declarative statement 
that the Holy Spirit 
inspired Paul to write 
intending to silence 
women from speaking 
in church.  The Holy 
Spirit did inspire Paul to 
include this quotation 
for the purpose of 
rebuking them and their 
words.  Paul's rebuke 
begins in verse 36.

If Paul is quoting a 
saying from the Oral Law 
of the Jews, one that 
denies women 
opportunity to 
participate in worship, it 
is to debunk the notion.  
In keeping with the 
context of ch 12-14, 
where Paul is including 
both men and women in 
the context of spiritual 
giftedness, Paul 
addresses the selfless 
judgment of practicing 
these gifts in an orderly 
fashion.  While 
instructing “silence” in vv 
28, 30 to give 
preference to each 
other, Paul does not 
then silence women. 
This explanation fits 
context and flow. [see 
additional notes]

There is much debate 
regarding the use of the 
Greek letter, “eta.”  
Modern Greek deploys 
the usage with multiple 
eta’s (η… η… η), 
although ancient Greek 
evidently used a single 
eta. 
Some have argued that if 
vv34-35 represent a 
quote, it is the longest 
quote that Paul has ever 
countered, making it an 
unnatural application and 
less likely. 

Yes. 
If Paul is actually 
quoting vv34-35, in 
order to challenge 
and refute it, then 
there would not be 
a contradiction with 
ch 11.

Yes. 
The text does flow 
better, without an 
impediment to the 
overall argument 
Paul is making - 
regarding orderly 
guidelines pertaining 
to tongues and 
prophecy.

Yes. 
Dr. Gustavson: 
”There is not one 
trace from Genesis 
to Malachi of any 
such prohibition of 
women to literally 
keep silent in the 
church nor is there 
a single word in the 
whole 'law of 
Moses' dealing with 
the subject." 
Gordon Fee: “This 
‘law' refers to an 
external source, an 
oral understanding 
of Torah such as 
found in rabbinic 
Judaism." Paul 
never appealed to 
this “Law.”

Supporters: 
• Dr. John Gustavson 
• Adam Clarke [N] 
• Katherine Bushnell 

[E]  
• Kris Vallaton  [E] 

Opponents: 
• Wayne Grudem [C] 
• Craig Blomberg [N] 
• Philip B. Payne [E] 
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